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Bef ore Chapnman, Bottorff and Drost, Administrative
Trademar k Judges.

Opi nion by Drost, Administrative Trademark Judge:
CurtCo Freedom G oup, L.L.C. (applicant) filed a
trademark application to register the mark CRM (typed
drawi ng) on the Principal Register for goods ultimately
identified as “magazines in the field of business” in

| nt ernati onal C ass 16.7

! While applicant has indicated by the caption of its reply brief
that the applicant is now “Freedom Technol ogy Media G oup, Inc.,”
USPTO assi gnment records do not reflect that change yet.

2 Serial No. 75/625,493, filed January 22, 1999. The application
contains an allegation of a bona fide intention to use the nmark
in comerce
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The exam ning attorney refused to register the mark on
the ground that the mark, when applied to the goods, is
nerely descriptive. 15 U . S.C. § 1052(e)(1).

After the exam ning attorney made the refusal final,
applicant filed a notice of appeal. Both applicant and the
exam ning attorney have filed briefs. An oral hearing was
request ed, but subsequently applicant w thdrew the request
for an oral hearing.

We affirm

The examining attorney® maintains that the letters
“CRM are an acronymfor the term*“custoner relationship
managenent.” The exam ning attorney’s evidence indicates
that “CRM is used in business to refer to “custoner
rel ati onshi p managenent.” See, e.g., Ofice Action dated
August 31, 1999, Internet printouts ("“Customer Relationship
Managenent (CRM for Banking and Web based rel ati onship;”
“Qur Custoner Relationship Managenent (CRM sol utions give
you all the tools you need to differentiate custoner
service and increase custonmer profitability;” and “BayStone
Sof t war e/ Renmedy Cor poration — Custoner Rel ationship
Managenent (CRM”). In addition, the exam ning attorney

noted that applicant admtted that “CRM is an acronym for

® The current examining attorney was not the original examning
attorney in this case.



Ser No. 75/625, 493

“custoner rel ationshi p managenent,” that “custoner

rel ati onshi p managenent is known in the industry,” and
“that portions of Applicant’s nmagazine w |l discuss
custoner relationship managenent.” Response dated February
29, 2000, p. 2. Finally, the examning attorney attached
articles fromapplicant’s website that discuss CRM and the
CRM industry. See Attachnments with Response to Request for
Reconsi deration (“During the year 2000, profits and
potential soar as the CRMindustry races to define itself
and its future”).

Applicant’s argunents in response to the
descriptiveness refusal include: (1) there is no set
definition of the phrase “custoner rel ationship
managenent,” (2) there are 47 acronyns for CRM and (3)
“custoner rel ationship managenent” could have nmultiple
nmeani ngs. Therefore, applicant maintains that its “mark
al one does not immedi ately provide the consumer with
knowl edge of the content of the Applicant’s nmgazi nes.”
Applicant’s Br. at 7.

A mark is nerely descriptive if it imediately
describes the ingredients, qualities, or characteristics of
the goods or services or if it conveys information
regarding a function, purpose, or use of the goods or

services. In re Abcor Devel opnent Corp., 588 F.2d 811, 200
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USPQ 215, 217 (CCPA 1978). A termnay be held descriptive
even if it only describes one of the qualities or

properties of the goods or services. 1Inre Gyulay, 820

F.2d 1216, 3 USPQ2d 1009, 1009 (Fed. Cir. 1987). W | ook
at the mark in relation to the goods or services, and not
in the abstract, when we consider whether the mark is
descriptive. Abcor, 200 USPQ at 218.

It is well settled that the title of a magazine is
descriptive if it describes the contents of the nmagazine.

See, e.g., Entrepreneur Media Inc. v. Smth, 279 F.3d 1135,

61 USPQRd 1705, 1709 (9'" Gir. 2002) ([1]t is apparent that
the mark “ENTREPRENEUR’ as applied to EM’'s magazi ne and to
conputer prograns and manuals falls within the descriptive
category. The word “entrepreneur” describes both the

subject matter and the intended audi ence of the magazine”);

In re Graci ous Lady Services, Inc., 175 USPQ 380 (TTAB

1972) (“CREDI T CARD MARKETI NG nerely descriptive of
peri odi ¢ panphl et devoted to subjects of interest to those

engaged in credit card nerchandising field); In re N ppon

Kokan Kabushi ki Kai sha, 171 USPQ 63 (TTAB 1971) (*“JAPAN

STEEL NOTES” nerely descriptive of nmagazine pertaining to

t he Japanese steel industry); In re Medical Digest, Inc.,

148 USPQ 148 (TTAB 1965) (“OB/ GYN DI GEST” is nerely
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descriptive of magazines in the field of obstetrics and
gynecol ogy) .

Furthernore, “an abbreviation which still conveys to
t he buyer the descriptive significance of the original term
will still be held to be descriptive.” 2 J. Thonas
McCarthy, MCarthy’'s on Trademarks and Unfair Conpetition,
§ 11:32 (4'" ed. 2001). Previously, the Board found that
the term“ALR’ in all capital letters was nerely
descriptive for insulated electrical conductor building

wire. Southwire Co. v. Kaiser A um num & Chem cal Corp.

196 USPQ 566 (TTAB 1977). The record in that case
established that the abbreviation “ALR’ was a descriptive
abbreviation of the term®“alumnumrevised.” 1d. at 574.
The Board indicated that:

It is a reasonable inference fromthe foregoi ng that
the entire electric industry ...because of the
adherence of nost electrical codes to the National

El ectrical Code for which UL establishes standards,
are of necessity aware of the “CO ALR’ designation for
wi ring devices and significance of “ALR’ as neaning
“alum numrevi sed” to distinguish fromthe designation
“AL” previously used to identify alum numw re that
has not been upgraded or revised.

Id. at 574.

In the case now before the Board, the record supports
the exam ning attorney’s conclusion that the applicant’s
mark “CRM is nmerely descriptive of a nagazine in the field

of business. “Custoner relationship managenent” is a term
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in the industry that refers to nanagi ng “the whol e cust oner
experience with a conpany or website.” See Request for
Reconsi deration, Ex. A It involves using technol ogy and
ot her strategies to serve custoners better and | ower costs
or increase profitability. See Request for

Reconsi deration, Ex. B and C

In addition, as applicant has acknow edged, “CRM is
an acronym for “custoner relationship mnagenent.” The
record shows that “CRM itself is used in the industry to
refer to “custoner rel ationshi p managenent” i ncl udi ng on
applicant’s website, and applicant acknow edges that
portions of its nagazine will discuss custoner relationship
managenent. Thus, we agree with the exam ning attorney
that the term“CRM for a nagazine that is devoted at | east
in part to “custoner rel ationship managenent” is nerely
descriptive of the goods.

Applicant’s argunents to the contrary are not
persuasive. Applicant points out that there are 47
acronyns for “CRM including “custonmer relationship
managenent.” “Thus, a consuner would not be able to
i mredi at el y deduce the subject nmatter of Applicant’s
magazi ne fromthe mark.” Applicant’s Br. at 3. As
di scussed earlier, descriptiveness is determ ned from

| ooking at the mark in relation to the goods, in this case
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magazines in the field of business. In re Anerican

Greetings Corporation, 226 USPQ 365, 366 (TTAB 1985)

(“Whet her consuners could guess what the product is from
consideration of the mark alone is not the test”).
Regardi ng the 47 acronyns, 17 acronyns are for “CRM w th
another letter or letters. O the renmaining acronyns, nost
are either unlikely to be the subject matter of a nagazi ne
or the subject matter of mmgazines not related to business.
See, e.g., Canera Ready Material, Canmera Ready Mechani cal
Chem cal Rel ease Mdul e, Cockpit Resource Managenent,
Consei|l de Recherches Medical es du Canada, Combat Readi ness
Medal , Col |l ateral Rel ease Mechanism etc. Wile sone of
the remai ning acronyns nmay relate to business, they would
not detract fromthe descriptiveness of “CRM for a

busi ness-rel ated nagazine with portions of the magazi ne
devoted to customer rel ationship nanagenent. The sinple
fact that a termmy have nore than one neaning in a field

as broadly defined as “business,” does not nean that the
termis not nerely descriptive of a nagazi ne cont ai ni ng
articles on that subject. Potential custonmers seeing the
acronym “CRM on a nagazi ne devoted, at least in part, to
“custoner relationship nmanagenent” would i medi ately

understand that the term“CRM described the subject matter

of the magazi ne.
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Applicant cites Rand McNally & Co. v. Christms C ub,

242 F.2d 776, 113 USPQ 776 (CCPA 1957) and argues that
nmerely because a nmgazine has a portion of its content
devoted to the subject matter of the mark, it does not nean
that the mark is nerely descriptive of the magazine. In
that case, the overwhelmng majority of the content of the
magazi ne was devoted to non-Christmas C ub rel ated subject
matter and it was not clear whether “Christmas C ub” was a

significant feature of the magazine. See Rand McNally &

Co. v. Christmas O ub, 105 USPQ 499, 500 (Conmmir Pat. 1955)

(“The magazi ne contains chiefly information and witings of
general interest, but sone references to and adverti senents
of respondent’s Christmas savi ngs system appear fromtine
to time”). A general interest nmgazine with occasional
references and advertisenents for Christnas savings
products is different froma business-rel ated nmagazine with
portions of the magazi ne devoted to “custoner relationship
managenment.” Here, applicant’s unqualified adm ssion that
“portions of Applicant’s magazine w |l discuss custoner

rel ationshi p managenent,” the business-rel ated nature of
t he magazi ne, and the significance of “custoner
rel ationship managenent” (CRM in the industry,

di stingui shes this case fromthe Christmas C ub case. The

acronym “CRM would clearly describe at | east one quality
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or property of the goods. Gyulay, 3 USPQ2d at 1009. In
addition, that quality or property, that the magazine’s
subj ect matter includes custoner relationship nanagenent,
woul d be a “significant feature” of the magazines. Inre

Anerican Magen David for |Israel, 222 USPQ 266, 267 (TTAB

1984) .

Applicant also argues that the term“CRM is vague and
that the term nust be generally recogni zed as an
abbreviation in order to support a determnation that it is

nmerely descriptive citing Modern Optics, Inc. v. Univis

Lens Co., 2234 F.2d 504, 110 USPQ 293 (CCPA 1956). Here,
the record denonstrates that while perhaps there is sone
di spute as to the exact definition of “custoner

rel ati onshi p managenent,” the termclearly is a recogni zed
acronymin the relevant industry. Even applicant admts
that this termis known in the industry. Furthernore, the
evi dence al so supports a finding that the acronym“CRM is
general ly understood to stand for the descriptive words.
See First Ofice Action, Internet printouts (“Qur Custoner
Rel ati onshi p Managenent (CRM sol utions give you the tools
you need to differentiate customer service and increase

”

custoner profitability;” “Custonmer Rel ationship Managenent
(CRM for Banking & Wb Based rel ationship;” and “Baystone

Sof t war e/ Renedy Cor poration — Custoner Rel ationship
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Managenment (CRM”). Applicant’s exhibits also indicate
that the term“CRM is used interchangeably wth the
descriptive term “custoner relationship nmanagenent.” See
Request for Reconsideration, Ex. A (“CRM Custoner

Rel ati onshi p Managenent. This refers to the whol e custoner
experience with a conpany or a Wb site, not just customer
satisfaction after a sale”); Ex. B (“The key el enent of CRM
is to nmake sure we collect custoner data to truly

under stand the needs of our custoners”); and Ex. C (“Wat
does custoner rel ationship nanagenent (CRM) nean to you and
your custoner contact center. One of the hottest buzzwords
around, CRMis still wi dely m sunderstood within the
custonmer contact industry”). Also, applicant’s website
refers to:

First and forenpost, e-business, with its reliance upon
CRM tool s and techniques, cane into its own.

But guess what, fellow CRMers? The branding irons are
bl azi ng hot and stanping everything in sight (you'd
better watch your backside next time you wal k t hrough
a CRMtrade show expo). And it’s truly a nmarvel that
no one has tried to claimrights to the very term
“CRM - although I know a few organi zati ons out there
that wouldn’t be enbarrassed to try.

No one in this business knows enough about good old
CRMto call it other than “CRM”

Thus, the evidence shows that the acronym“CRM is not

vague and it woul d be recogni zed by prospective custoners

10
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as atermthat is as descriptive as the words “customer
rel ati onshi p managenent” thensel ves.

Therefore, “custoner relationship managenent” is a
termused in industry. It is known by the acronym“CRM”
Appl i cant’s busi ness nagazines will be devoted, at |least in
part, to this subject. Under the facts as discussed above,
the term“CRM is nerely descriptive of applicant’s

i dentified goods.

Deci sion: The examining attorney’s refusal to
register the mark CRMon the ground that it is nerely
descriptive of applicant’s nagazines in the field of

busi ness is affirned.
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